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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This is in response to Applicant(s) arguments filed on 1 1 August 2005 with respect to claims 4, 7, 
8, 16-19, 33 and 41-50. 

2. Claims 4, 7, 8, 16-19, 33 and 41-50 remain pending for examination. 

Response to Applicant' Remarks 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 11 August 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive for the following reasons, see sections A and B. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

A. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 4, 7, 8, 16-19, 33 and 41-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,484,159 issued to Mumick et al. (hereinafter "Mumick") in view of Dalian Quass et 
al., Making View Self-Maintainable for Data Warehousing, 1996 (hereinafter 'Quass"). 

As per claim 4, Mulmick discloses a method comprising: 

"receiving a first tuple into a base relation at a first node of a parallel database system having 
plurality nodes" (see col. 8, lines 5-9), "wherein the first tuple comprises a join attribute and the base 
relation is partitioned across the nodes according to an attribute different from the join attribute", (see col. 
8, line 15-21); 

"identifying second tuples of a second relation", (see figure 6, col. 8, lines 10-51); 
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"joining the first tuple with the second tuples based on the join attribute to produce join results" 
(see figure 6, col. 8, lines 10-51); 

"storing the join results in a join view" as a view that has been stored is usable, like a table, as an 
input to a query, such a view termed a materialized view, (see col. 3, lines 20-39), and col. 5, lines 14-40. 

Mumick does not explicitly disclose the storing the first tuple in an auxiliary relation at a second 
node of the parallel database system, wherein the auxiliary relation is portioned across the nodes of the 
database system according to the join attribute. However, Quass discloses steps of materializing the 
auxiliary views to represent a significant savings over materializing the base relations, (see Quass page 
159, col. 2, lines 5-23). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the combined teachings of Mumick and Quass with auxiliary relation. Such 
a modification would allow the teachings of Mumick and Quass to improve the reliability of the auxiliary 
relation for materialized view, and to provide fast access to the integrated data, regardless of the 
availability of the data sources, (see Quass page 158, col. 1, lines 2-4). 

As per claims 7 and 18, the limitations of claims 7 and 18 are rejected in the analysis of claim 4, 
and these claim are rejected on that basis. 

As per claims 8 and 19, in addition to claim 4, Mumick further discloses "receiving a third tuple 
into the base relation", (see col. 3, lines 32-36); 

"determining that a join view definition includes a condition on one of the attributes of the third 
tuple", (see col. 3, lines 29-36); 

"determining that the condition is not met by the one of the attributes of the third tuple", (see col. 
8, lines 52-39). 

As per claim 16, in addition to claim 4, Mumick further discloses "store a join view to store join 
results of a join of at least firs and second base relations based on a join condition including a first 
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attribute of the first base relation and a second attribute of the second base relation", (see col. 8, lines 22- 
43). 

As per claim 33, the limitations of claim 33 are rejected in the analysis of claim 4, and this claim is 
rejected on that basis. 

As per claim 17, Mumick further discloses, in addition to claim 4, "compare the second attributes 
of the second tuples with the first attribute of the first tuple to produce the join results for updating the join 
view" as two or more tables are merged to form a new table or view, the new table or view has a tuple 
corresponding to each value of a selected attributes present in any original table, (see col. 9, lines 16-20), 
and see col. 10, lines 30-36. 

As per claim 41, in addition to claim 4, Mumick further discloses, "a controller adapted to update 
the join view using at least the first auxiliary relation" as propagation of the change table is particularly 
efficient when the change table depends only on the changes to the base relation, (see col. 10, lines 38- 
45). 

"the join view to store results of a join of the base relations based on a query containing a select 
clause and a join condition" as query definitions include more queries, which are specifications of 
operations that are to be performed more tables in the database on more materialized views (see col. 3, 
lines 25-39), "the select clause specifying one or more attributes of the first base relation" as the 
materialized view corresponding to each value of at least one select attribute in any of the plurality tables, 
(see col. 2, lines 20-24). 

As per claim 42, in addition to claims 4 and 41, Mumick does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
first attribute is a key of the first base relation and the second attribute is a foreign key of the second base 
relation that references the first attribute, and the controller to, in response to detecting that the first 
attribute is a key of the first relation and that the second attribute is a foreign key of the second base 
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relation that references the first attribute. However, Quass discloses a views involving chain joins where 
the joins conditions are between a foreign key, joined to a set of relations, (see Quass page 162, col. 1, 
lines 1-22), and see Quass page 159, col. 1, lines 18-33). It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combined teachings of Mumick 
and Quass with wherein the first attribute is a key of the first base relation and the second attribute is a 
foreign key of the second base relation that references the first attribute. Such modification would allow 
the teachings of Mumick and Quass to improve the reliability of the auxiliary relation for materialized view, 
and to provide fast access to the integrated data, regardless of the availability of the data sources, (see 
Quass page 158, col. 1, lines 2-4). 

As per claims 43-50, the limitations of claim 43-50 are rejected in the analysis of claims 4 and 42, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

B. In response to applicant's argument, pages 8 and 9, that "no motivation or suggestion existed at 
the time of the invention for combining the teachings of Mumick and Quass; and (2) even if combined, the 
hypothetical combination of Mumick and Quass fails to teach or suggest all elements of the claimed 
invention." The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying 
the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available 
to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Mumick does not explicitly 
disclose the storing the first tuple in an auxiliary relation at a second node of the parallel database 
system, wherein the auxiliary relation is portioned across the nodes of the database system according to 
the join attribute. However, Quass discloses steps of materializing the auxiliary views to represent a 
significant savings over materializing the base relations, (see Quass page 159, col. 2, lines 5-23). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
combined teachings of Mumick and Quass with auxiliary relation. Such a modification would allow the 
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teachings of Mumick and Quass to improve the reliability of the auxiliary relation for materialized view, 
and to provide fast access to the integrated data, regardless of the availability of the data sources, (see 
Quass page 158, col. 1, lines 2-4). 

Applicant(s) stated that "The Office Action conceded that Mumick does not teach storing the first 
tuple in an auxiliary relation at a second node of the parallel database system, where the auxiliary relation 
is partitioned across the nodes of the parallel database system according to the join attribute. Rather, the 
Office Action erroneously relied upon Quass as teaching the missing element. Although Quass teaches 
the use of "auxiliary views" in a database system for self-maintaining materialized views, the auxiliary 
views of Quass are not partitioned across the nodes of a database system according to a join attribute. In 
fact, no mention whatsoever is made of a parallel database system in Quass. Quass addresses a 
different issue than the present invention." It is submitted the Office Action indicates that "Mumick does 
not explicitly disclose the storing the first tuple in an auxiliary relation at a second node of the parallel 
database system, wherein the auxiliary relation is portioned across the nodes of the database system 
according to the join attribute. However, Quass discloses steps of materializing the auxiliary views to 
represent a significant savings over materializing the base relations, (see Quass page 159, col. 2, lines 5- 
23)." Thus this allegation is moot. 

Furthermore, the Applicant(s) admit(s), page 9, paragraph 2, that Quass teaches the use of 
"auxiliary views". 

As per Applicant's argument on page 8, that "no motivation or suggestion existed at the time of 
the invention for combining the teachings of Mumick and Quass; and (2) even if combined, the 
hypothetical combination of Mumick and Quass fails to teach or suggest all elements of the claimed 
invention." Respectfully, Applicant(s) appear(s) to misinterpret the guidance given under MPEP 2142. In 
particular, references are evaluated by what they suggest to one versed in the art, rather than by their 
specific disclosures, In re Bozek, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). 



Application/Control Number: 09/900,280 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2162 

There are numerous court decisions supporting the position given above. The issues of 
obviousness is not determined by what the references expressly state but what they would reasonably 
suggest to one of ordinary skill in the art, as supported by decisions in In re Delisle 406 Fed 1326, 160 
USPQ 806; In re Kelt, Terry and Davis 208 USPQ 871; and In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ 2d 
1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988)(citing In re lalu, 747 F.2d 703, 705, 223 USPQ 1257, 1258 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). 
Further, it was determined in In re Lamberti et al, 192 USPQ 278 (CCPA) that: 

(I) obviousness does not require absolute predictability; 

(II) non-preferred embodiments of prior art must also be considered; and 

(III) the question is not express teaching of references, but what they would suggest. 
According to In re Jacoby, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962), the skilled artisan is presumed to know 

something more about the art than only what is disclosed in the applied references. \n In re Bode, 193 
USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977), every reference relies to some extent on knowledge of persons skilled in the art 
to complement that which is disclosed therein. 

In response to applicant's argument, page 9, paragraph 3, that "Quass has nothing to do with 
partitioning a base relation and auxiliary relation across nodes of a database system in different ways, as 
recited in claim 4. Note that claim 4 recites that a base relation is partitioned across nodes according to 
an attribute different from a join attribute, while the auxiliary relation is partitioned across nodes of the 
database system according to the join attribute. Because Quass fails to teach the element of claim 1 
conceded to be missing from Mumick, it is respectfully submitted that even if Mumick and Quass can be 
combined, the reference teachings fail to teach or suggest all elements of the claim." The for obviousness 
is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the 
primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the 
references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to 
those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
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MPEP 2111 Claim Interpretation; Broadest Reasonable Interpretation 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification" Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims 
during prosecussion and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once 
issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). The court found that applicant was advocating ... the impermissible importation of subject matter 
from the specification into the claim. See also In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (The court held that the PTO is not required, in the course of prosecution, to 
interpret claims in applications in the same manner as a court would interpret claims in an infringement 
suit. Rather, the "PTO applies to verbiage of the proposed claims the broadest reasonable meaning of 
the words in their ordinary usage as they would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, taking 
into account whatever enlightenment by way of definition or otherwise that may be afforded by the written 
description contained in application's specification."). 

The broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims must also be consistent with the 
interpretation that those skilled in the art would reach. In re Cortright. 165 F.Sd 1353, 1359, 49 USPQ2d 
1464, 1468 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the last Office Action was proper. 
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Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 



5. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 



be directed to JEAN B. FLEURANTIN whose telephone number is 571 - 272-4035. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:05 to 4:35. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
JOHN E BREENE can be reached on 571 - 272-4107. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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